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Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 7-1- 
2005 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant has argued that Kinoshita teaches unit capacity cells which are first 
arranged at all wiring channels. With respect to this argument, claims 1-6 do not recite 
limitations with respect to the order of steps, and the "comprising" language of the 
claims does not require any particular order. With respect to new claim 7, a rejection in 
view of newly found prior art in combination with the prior art of record follows. 
Applicant's arguments filed 4/27/2005 have been responded to in the Advisory Action of 
5/31/2005. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 

under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 

not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e). (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1,2, 4, 6, and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hulse, et al. (US 6,618,84781) in view of Miki (US 5,761,076).. 
Hulse, et al disclose placing capacitor cells around the logic cells(abstract and col. 
1, lines 58-60). The layout is automatically calculated by algorithm(3, lines 31-35). It is 
clear that the layout for the logic cells is determined , and then the capacitor cells are 
placed(col. 5, lines 7-10). The capacitor cells are also coupled to the power and 
ground(claim 17, and col. 4,lines 58-65, in which the "filler cells" are the capacitor cells). 
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Hulse, et al is silent with respect to the method of calculation of the capacitance. 

Miki discloses the determination of the capacitance by using the logic gates(col. 1, 
lines 20-32 and col. 2, lines 33-37). These calculations are done in the determination of 
the layout (col. 4, lines 1-5,12-15, and 25-30). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have determined the capacitance using the logic gates in the layout method 
disclosed by Hulse, et al as taught by Miki because Miki discloses that these 
calculations are an improvement in the computer design of layout of logic gates and 
capacitance(col. 1, lines 15-19and 53-60). With respect to the value recited in claim 2, 
one of ordinary skill in the art would be able to determine the safety margin which would 
be desired in the design of the cells in the value of the capacitance. 

Claims 1,2, 4, and 6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kinoshita (US 5,869,852) in view of Miki (US 5,761,076). 
Kinoshita discloses a method for layout of logic cells (col. 1, lines 10-15 and 36-40) and 
capacitors in cells between the logic cells and the power supply (col. 1 , lines 42-46 and 
col. 2, lines 50-55 and col. 15, lines 1-11). The capacitor cells are in the vicinity of the 
logic cells(col. 2, lines 65-68, and col. 3, lines 1-3). Because Kinoshita teaches that the 
capacitor cells are between the logic cells (col. 4, lines 57-65), this is interpreted as that 
the cells are in areas where the logic cells are not arranged, as required by claim 4. 
The arrangement is carried out by computer(col. 6, lines 53-59), so that the method is 
an automatic method. Although Kinoshita discloses logic cells rather than logic gate 
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cells, logic cells are the same because fogic cells would be made up of logic gates. The 
number of capacitor cells is calculated based on the available space between the logic 
cells (col. 4, lines 57-65), as the disclosure of the dimensions of the capacitor cells 
being taken into account and the arranging of the cells in the spaces between the logic 
cells would involve the calculation of how many cells of these dimensions could be 
placed in the space. 

Kinoshita is silent with respect to the logic gate cell being used to determine the 
capacitance value. 

Miki discloses the determination of the capacitance by using the logic gates(col. 
1, lines 20-32 and col. 2, lines 33-37). These calculations are done in the determination 
of the layout (col. 4, lines 1-5,12-15, and 25-30). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have determined the capacitance using the logic gates in the layout method 
disclosed by Kinoshita as taught by Miki because Miki discloses that these calculations 
are an improvement in the computer design of layout of logic gates and capacitance(col. 
1, lines 15-19and 53-60). With respect to the value recited in claim 2, one of ordinary 
skill in the art would be able to determine the safety margin which would be desired in 
the design of the cells in the value of the capacitance. 

Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kinoshita 
in view of Miki as applied to claimi above, and further in view of Kusunoki, et al (US 
5,512,766). 
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Kinoshita in view of Miki is silent with respect to the details of the power supply 
capacitance cell. 

Kusunoki is relied upon for its teaching of the details of a unit capacitor cell which 
includes the n region and the polycrystalline silicon layer connected to the voltage 
source (col. 9, lines 49-64 snf vol. 10, lines 40-63). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have combined the teachings of Kusunoki with the device and method 
taught by Kinoshita in view of Miki because the capacitor cell taught by Kusunoki can be 
made to provide the capacitance required for a capacitor from a voltage source to logic 
block cells (Kusunoki, col. 3, lines 22-33). 

Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kunoshita in view of Miki as applied to claimi above, and further in view of Eto, et al. 
(US 6,229,36381). 

Kunoshita in view of Miki is silent with respect to clock synchronization. 
Eto et al disclose tat clock signals are required for the functioning of logic cells (col. 1 , 
lines 44-48; col. 3, lines 22-26 and col. 5, lines 61-67). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have combined 
clock synchronization elements with the device taught by Kunoshita in view of Miki 
because Eto et al disclose that it is known in the prior art to us clock synchronization 
with logic and capacitance elements. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications 
from the examiner should be directed to Caridad M. Everhart whose telephone number 
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is 571-272-1892. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Fridays 
7:30-4:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, B. Baumeister can be reached on 571-272-1722. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

0AR!QADEVER.*-SAF:: 

C. Everhart 
7-25-2005 



